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in areas of critical national security,
and to assist government agencies in
addressing deficiencies in personnel
possessing specialized skills important
to national security and incorporating
the goals and strategies for recruit-
ment and retention for such skilled
personnel into the strategic and per-
formance management systems of Fed-
eral agencies.
S. 1897
At the request of Mrs. CARNAHAN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1897, a bill to require dis-
closure of the sale of securities by an
affiliate of the issuer of the securities
to be made available to the Commis-
sion and to the public in electronic
form, and for other purposes.
S. 1900
At the request of Mr. EDWARDS, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1900, a bill to protect against
cyberterrorism and cybercrime, and for
other purposes.
S. 1912
At the request of Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, the name of the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 1912, a bill to
amend the Endangered Species Act of
1973 to require the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of Commerce
to give greater weights to scientific or
commercial data that is empirical or
has been field-tested or peer-reviewed,
and for other purposes.
S. 1917
At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, the names of the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG) and the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. THOMAS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1917, a bill to
provide for highway infrastructure in-
vestment at the guaranteed funding
level contained in the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century.
S. RES. 109
At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from
Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. SARBANES), and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. SMITH)
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 109,
a resolution designating the second
Sunday in the month of December as
““National Children’s Memorial Day”’
and the last Friday in the month of
April as ‘‘Children’s Memorial Flag
Day.”
AMENDMENT NO. 2837
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2837.

——
STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCTED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

S. 1928. A bill to amend section 222 of
the Communications Act of 1934 to re-
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quire affirmative written consent by a
customer to the release of customer
proprietary network information; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation to
require telecommunications firms to
receive explicit written consent from
consumers prior to sharing their cus-
tomer proprietary network informa-
tion, or CPNI, with other entities. This
is a simple bill that will provide con-
sumers with the privacy protection
that they deserve to have and that I
believe should already be required
under the 1996 Telecommunications
Act.

The 1996 Communications Act estab-
lished as law that CPNI is confidential
personal information, requiring cus-
tomer approval before its release or
being shared with others. Congress and
the American people count on the Fed-
eral Communications Commission,
FCC, to carry out that mandate and to
protect the privacy of American con-
sumers who use the country’s tele-
communications system. Therefore, I
believe it shouldn’t really even be nec-
essary to introduce this legislation,
clarifying that approval should mean
“‘express written consent’ or, in other
words, an ‘‘opt-in”’ approach to pro-
tecting privacy. But I share the con-
cern of consumer advocates and 39
State attorneys general that the FCC,
which is currently taking comment on
the matter, could otherwise adopt an
“opt-out’ approach to privacy as it re-
lates to CPNI. In my view, and in the
view of the consumer advocates and
the state attorneys general, an opt-out
approach cannot adequately protect
consumers’ privacy and would not
meet Congress’s intent in passing the
1996 Communications Act.

An opt-out approach would put the
unfair burden on consumers to protect
their own confidential personal infor-
mation that is in the possession of
large telecommunications companies,
protect it from being shared by those
companies with other entities. This
can be information of the most sen-
sitive kind, including lists of phone
numbers dialed and the duration and
timing of calls. An opt-out approach
presumes consumer consent that such
information could be shared unless the
customer goes through an unduly bur-
densome and uncertain process to re-
quest that the provider not share it.

In recent months in Minnesota, for
example, Qwest mnotified customers
that the company would begin to share
customer information unless the cus-
tomers notified Qwest that they did
not want it shared. The company no-
tice was often overlooked by cus-
tomers, and it was difficult to under-
stand for many customers who did try
to read it. Furthermore, numerous cus-
tomers reported problems getting
through to the company’s 800 number,
or in navigating the options for opting
out of the information sharing scheme.
Due to customer complaints, and to
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the company’s credit, Qwest recently
reversed its position and will not share
any customer information until the
FCC issues a final CPNI rule. Mean-
while, however, Qwest and other tele-
communications carriers have been ad-
vocating heavily for adoption by the
FCC of an ‘“‘opt-out” approach.

I am not telling anyone whether they
should want their CPNI shared and
made available to marketers. That is
up to consumers themselves. I do want
to leave that choice to consumers. I be-
lieve that means that they must have
the opportunity to give their express
consent on what personal information
and to whom it will be shared before
such information is shared.

By Mr. MCCONNELL:

S. 1929. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security to permit Kentucky to
operate a separate retirement system
for certain public employees; to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation to
add Kentucky to the list of States that
are permitted to offer ‘‘divided retire-
ment’”’ plans under the Social Security
Act.

Three weeks ago, I was contacted by
Brian James, president of the Louis-
ville Fraternal Order of Police, FOP,
and Tony Cobaugh, president of the
Jefferson County FOP. These two law
enforcement leaders called my atten-
tion to a problem that could jeopardize
the retirement security of many of our
community’s police, fire, and emer-
gency personnel.

In November of 2000, the citizens of
Jefferson County and the City of Louis-
ville, KY voted to merge their commu-
nities and respective governments into
a single entity, which will be known as
Greater Louisville. As one might ex-
pect, combining two large metropoli-
tan governments in such a short time
frame cannot be done without encoun-
tering a few difficulties along the way.
Jefferson County and the City of Liouis-
ville currently operate two very dif-
ferent retirement programs for their
police officers. When these two govern-
ments merge on January 6, 2003, cur-
rent Federal law will require the new
government to offer a single retire-
ment plan that could dramatically in-
crease the cost of retirement for both
our dedicated public safety officers and
the new Greater Louisville govern-
ment.

Thankfully, when the FOP’s leaders
called this problem to my attention,
they also suggested a simply solution,
let the police officers and firefighters
choose for themselves the retirement
system which best meets their needs.

I rise today to offer legislation that
will provide retirement stability to our
public safety officers by allowing Ken-
tucky to operate what is known as a
““divided retirement system.” I am
pleased to be joined in this effort by
Congressman RON LEWIS and Congress-
woman ANNE NORTHUP who will soon
introduce similar legislation in the
House of Representatives.
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With passage of my legislation and
similar legislation by the Kentucky
General Assembly, Louisville’s and Jef-
ferson County’s police officers would
decide whether or not they want to
participate in Social Security or re-
main in their traditional retirement
plan. While future employees will be
automatically enrolled in Social Secu-
rity, no current officers would be
forced into a new retirement system as
a result of the merger without their ap-
proval.

Current Federal law allows twenty-
one states the option of offering di-
vided retirement systems. Unfortu-
nately, Kentucky is not one of these
twenty-one States. The legislation I
am offering today would change that
by adding Kentucky to list of states
designated in the Social Security Act.

It is critical that the Senate provide
this retirement stability to the brave
men and women who protect the citi-
zens of Liouisville and Jefferson County
everyday. There is extensive precedent
for granting Kentucky this authority,
and my legislation enjoys the broad,
bi-partisan support of policemen, fire-
fighters, local and state officials. I
look forward to working with this coa-
lition, as well as my colleagues in the
Senate, to see that this urgently need-
ed legislation is enacted into law this
year.

I ask unanimous consent that letters
of support from the Louisville FOP,
Jefferson County FOP, Louisville Fire-
fighters Union, and State Finance and
Administration Cabinet, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE,
LOUISVILLE LODGE 6,
Louisville, KY, January 7, 2002.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Louisville, KY.

DEAR MR. MCCONNELL: Following a ref-
erendum held approximately one year ago
the voters in our community approved a gov-
ernment merger of the City of Louisville and
Jefferson County Kentucky. Currently offi-
cers employed by the City of Louisville
working for the Louisville Division of Police
do not pay into Social Security, due to hav-
ing been exempted from making such pay-
ments by a previous law. On January 06, 2003
when our new government become effective
the Louisville Police Officers who I am elect-
ed to represent will no longer be excused
from Social Security participation.

I would like to see our new government
offer a ‘“‘Divided Referendum’ vote that
would allow each individual officer the op-
portunity to choose his or her own pref-
erence in participating in Social Security.
This would make for a smoother transition
as it relates to our members and the new
government. For this to be possible there has
to be federal legislation sanctioning Ken-
tucky as a ‘‘Name State”. There are cur-
rently twenty-one states that have such des-
ignation. Also there has to be changes in the
Kentucky. Revised Statutes to allow for the
“Divided Referendum’’ vote.

It is my hope that you would assist our or-
ganization in making the necessary changes
at both the federal and state levels during
this years Congressional Session as well as
Kentucky’s Legislative Session.
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If you have any questions regarding this
issue please do not hesitate to call me.
Thank you in advance for any consideration
you can give this matter. I am looking for-
ward to seeing you in 2002.

Respectfully,
DAVID JAMES,
President.
FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE,
JEFFERSON COUNTY LODGE No. 14,
Louisville, KY, January 15, 2002.
Hon. M1TCH MCCONNELL,
Louisville, KY.

DEAR MR. MCCONNELL: The voters of Louis-
ville and Jefferson County approved the ref-
erendum for a consolidated government over
one year ago. Now the monumental task of
organizing that future government is quick-
ly upon us. As the leader of this labor orga-
nization, I must focus on those labor-related
issues that affect my membership.

The biggest issue raised to this point is the
area of social security. Louisville police offi-
cers do not participate in Social Security.
However, Jefferson County police officers do
participate. Both FOP lodges are working
closely on the very probable police merger
that will most likely follow the government
merger.

Both FOP lodges believe that the members
should have the opportunity to decide their
futures in reference to Social Security
through a ‘divided referendum’. It is our
understanding that a change must occur on
the state and federal level. Will you help us
by changing Kentucky to a ‘‘Name State’’?
Hopefully, we can count on your support for
enabling changes at the state or federal level
during the 2002 United States Congress or at
the Kentucky General Assembly.

Respectfully,
ANTHONY J. COBAUGH,
President.
LOUISVILLE PROFESSIONAL FIRE
FIGHTERS UNION LOCAL 345,
Louisville, January 28, 2002.
Hon. M1TCH MCCONNELL,
Louisville KY.

DEAR MR. MCCONNELL: Following a ref-
erendum held approximately one year ago,
the voters in our community approved a gov-
ernment merger of the city of Louisville and
Jefferson County, Kentucky. An issue has
come up concerning Social Security, involv-
ing police and fire fighters. Due to a previous
law exempting fire fighters, we do not pay
into social security. On January 6, 2003 when
our new government becomes effective, the
members of the Louisville Professional Fire
Fighters, Local #345 will no longer be ex-
cused from Social Security participation.

I would like to see our newly formed metro
government offer a ‘‘Divided Referendum’’
vote that would allow each individual the op-
portunity to choose his or her own pref-
erence in participating in Social Security.
For this to be possible there has to be federal
legislation sanctioning Xentucky as a
‘“Name State’’. There are currently twenty-
one states that have such legislation. In ad-
dition,there has to be changes in the Ken-
tucky Revised Statutes to allow for the ‘‘Di-
vided Referendum’ vote. If ‘“Name State”
status is not obtained, the new government
will be forced to match the Social Security,
contribution made by more than 1,300 of its
employees, including the fire fighters, who
currently do not pay into the Social Secu-
rity, System.

It is my hope that you would assist the
Louisville Professional Fire Fighters in
making the necessary changes at both the
federal and state levels during this years US
Congressional Session as well as Kentucky’s
Legislative Session.

If you have any questions concerning this
issue; please do not hesitate to call me.
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Thank you in advance for any consideration
you can give this matter.
Respectfully,
MICHAEL J. “HOWDY’’ KURTSINGER,
President.
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY,
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER,
Frankfort, KY, February 6, 2002.
Hon. A.M. “MITCH”> MCCONNELL,
U.S. Senate,
Russell Senate Office Building,
DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: The Kentucky
Division of Social Security is responsible for
administering the social security and Medi-
care program for all public employees in the
Commonwealth. This includes not only state
employees, but also the employees of all po-
litical subdivisions such as school boards,
counties, cities, libraries, water districts,
etc.

Those public employees who are partici-
pating in an employer provided retirement
system and not covered for social security
and Medicare may join the program via an
employee referendum. There are several
steps that must be taken during this process,
but, under current federal and state statutes,
it boils down to a simple majority of the eli-
gible employees approving coverage for all
employees of a coverage group.

There is, however, a second mechanism
available to certain states that are specifi-
cally named in the federal Social Security
Act. A referendum of the employees is also
conducted, but the outcome of the election
differs in that those employees voting for
coverage become eligible for participation in
the social security and/or Medicare program.
Those employees voting against social secu-
rity coverage are exempt. This is referred as
““divided coverage’’.

Last November, the voters of Jefferson
County voted to merge the governments of
the City of Louisville and Jefferson County,
effective January 6, 2003. The success of the
merger efforts, however, also present a prob-
lem that must be resolved, that is, the social
security and Medicare coverage of several
groups of public servants.

Some of the City of Louisville Police and
firefighters contribute only the Medicare
program, not social security. Other city po-
lice and firefighters contribute to neither.
The Jefferson County Police and corrections
employees contribute to both social security
and Medicare. When the merger become ef-
fective next year all these coverage groups
will be considered as a single group for social
security coverage purposes.

The new government, under the current
legal situation, will face the dilemma of ad-
versely affecting the employee benefits
(eliminating social security coverage) of
some of these public servants or bring an ad-
ditional financial burden on the second
group (forcing them to contribute to social
security) as well as on the new government
(additional employer contributions to social
security).

The preferred remedy to this situation is
to utilize divided coverage. This would allow
each employee to decide for his or herself
whether to pay into social security. All new
employees hired after a divided referendum
is conducted would automatically be en-
rolled in social security.

The Commonwealth of Kentucky is not in-
cluded as a ‘‘named” state in the Social Se-
curity Act and, therefore, its public employ-
ers cannot utilize the divided coverage op-
tion. We requesting support for federal legis-
lation amended 42 U.S.C. 418 to include Ken-
tucky as a ‘‘named’” state and enable Great-
er Louisville and their employees to take ad-
vantage of the divided coverage concept.
This would add Kentucky to a list of 21

Washington,
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states included in section 218(d)(6)(C) of the
Social Security Act that are currently per-
mitted to conduct divided referendums. The
Kentucky General Assembly is proceeding
with amendments to the Kentucky Revised
Statutes to authorize a divided referendum,
contingent upon federal legislative changes.

If should also be noted that providing the
Commonwealth with the ability to conduct
divided coverage would in no way effect the
members of the Kentucky Teachers Retire-
ment System. State statutes prohibit social
security coverage under the Commonwealth
Section 218 agreement with the Social Secu-
rity Administration to any individual cov-
ered by KTRS.

The Commonwealth of Kentucky and the
citizens of Jefferson County need your sup-
port for designating Kentucky as a ‘‘Named
State’” by the Congress. I will be glad to an-
swer any questions you may have.

Sincerely,
PATRICK L. DOYLE,
Director, Kentucky Division of Social
Security.
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Frankfort, KY, February 6, 2002.
Senator MITCH MCCONNELL,
U.S Senate, Senate Russell Office Bldg., Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: Last Novem-
ber, the voters of Jefferson County voted to
merge the governments of the City of Louis-
ville and Jefferson County, effective January
6, 2003. The success of the merger efforts,
however, requires that certain issues involv-
ing the social security and Medicare cov-
erage of several groups of public servants be
resolved.

Some of the City of Louisville Police and
firefighters contribute only to the Medicare
program, not social security. Other city po-
lice and firefighters contribute to neither.
The Jefferson County Police and corrections
employees contribute to both social security
and Medicare. When the merger becomes ef-
fective next year all these coverage groups
will be considered as a single group for social
security purposes.

The preferred remedy to this situation is
to utilize what is termed a ‘‘divided ref-
erendum’’. This would allow each employee
to decide for his or herself whether to pay
into social security. All new employees hired
after a divided referendum is conducted
would automatically be enrolled in social se-
curity.

Before the new government can conduct a
divided referendum, the federal Social Secu-
rity Act must be amended to designate Ken-
tucky a ‘‘Named State’. This would add
Kentucky to a list of 21 states included in
section 218(d)(6)(C) of the Social Security
Act that are currently permitted to conduct
divided referendums. The Greater Louisville
Merger Transition Office has recommended
this option and is pursuing legislation with
the Kentucky General Assembly to authorize
divided referendums, contingent on Federal
legislative changes.

We support the Greater Louisville Merger
Transition Office recommendation and the
Commonwealth of Kentucky and the citizens
of Jefferson County need your support for
designating Kentucky as a ‘‘Named State”
by the Congress. I will be glad to answer any
questions you may have.

Sincerely,
T. KEVIN FLANERY,
Secretary.
By Mr. CONRAD:

S. 1930. A bill to promote the produc-
tion of energy from wind; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing legislation to promote the
development of wind energy production
across our Nation. My ‘“Wind Energy
Promotion Act of 2002’ would provide
incentives and clear regulatory hurdles
to allow this economically feasible and
environmentally friendly electricity
source to help meet our National en-
ergy needs.

As the Senate begins work to enact a
comprehensive National energy policy,
we must take advantage of the enor-
mous potential that wind energy offers.
Wind is an abundant an inexhaustible
renewable resource across our country.
North Dakota alone has the potential
to produce more than 460,000
megawatts of electricity from wind an-
nually, the highest potential in the Na-
tion.

Wind production costs have fallen
dramatically over the last two decades,
making production affordable, invest-
ment logical, and electricity consump-
tion from wind economical for our Na-
tion. Production costs have declined
more than 80 percent since the 1980s,
from an average of 38 cents per kilo-
watt-hour to an average of 3-6 cents
per kilowatt-hour today. These costs
are predicted to fall even lower in the
near future. In addition, wind energy
produces no pollution, providing a
clean, environmentally friendly power
option for the Nation.

However, wind energy development
faces a number of obstacles, which my
legislation is designed to overcome.
First, my bill will extend the valuable
wind energy tax credit for five years.
The credit expired at the end of last
year, and renewal is simply crucial to
the industry. Hundreds of millions of
dollars of investment in wind energy in
my State of North Dakota are on hold
because the Senate has not yet acted
to extend this credit. It is time to ex-
tend the credit now, for a full five
years, in order to ensure substantial
investment in the industry across the
Nation.

Further, my legislation makes it
easier for farmers and ranchers to de-
velop wind energy resources. It pro-
vides grants and loans to farmers and
ranchers and allows producers to put
wind turbines on CRP lands. And, be-
cause better technology will make in-
vesting in both large and small wind
harnessing operations more attractive,
my bill authorizes more than $500 mil-
lion over the next four years for wind
energy research. My bill also calls for
breaking down federal regulatory bar-
riers to wind energy development. The
Federal Government should help, not
hinder the development of the Nation’s
wind potential. Because North Dakota
and other western States contain large
tracts of public lands that contain
great wind energy potential, my bill
would allow for the development of fa-
cilities on public lands. Finally, my
legislation would authorize studies on
several aspects of developing the Na-
tion’s wind energy potential, including
one to determine the best possible way
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to overcome the barriers to adequate
transmission of power generated from
wind.

My bill is not only a key component
to providing energy security for the
country; it would provide a much-need-
ed economic stimulus to rural Amer-
ica.

According to the American Wind En-
ergy Association, every 100 megawatts
of wind energy development will
produce 500 job years of employment.
In addition, payments to farmers and
ranchers could equal $4 million for
every 2,000 megawatts of wind energy
production, money our Nation’s pro-
ducers would get simply for allowing
wind development on their land. This
would be a critical boost to our Na-
tion’s rural economy.

Wind energy development would also
play a key role in the economy of
North Dakota. Extending the produc-
tion tax credit alone will mean more
than $100 million in sales for DMI In-
dustries, LM Glasfiber, and other in-
dustry participants in my state in the
next year. Using only conservative es-
timates, the wind industry has the po-
tential to add a half billion dollars to
North Dakota’s economy in 2002, but
only if the Senate acts soon to extend
the wind energy production tax credit,
the most important component of the
legislation I am introducing today.

The Senate will be taking up energy
legislation this week. As this debate
begins, I will be working to include the
provisions of my wind energy legisla-
tion in a comprehensive energy policy
that our Nation seriously needs. I urge
my colleagues to join me in supporting
the development of wind energy in the
United States through the provisions
of my Wind Energy Promotion Act.

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Ms.
COLLINS, Mr. TORRICELLI, Ms.
SNOWE, and Mr. COCHRAN):

S. 1931. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to improve pa-
tient access to, and utilization of, the
colorectal cancer screening benefit
under the Medicare Program; to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce the ‘‘Colon Cancer
Screen for Life Act of 2002.” I am
pleased that my colleagues Senators
COLLINS, TORRICELLI, SNOWE and COCH-
RAN have joined me in introducing this
very important bill.

As many of my colleagues know from
personal experience, colon cancer is a
devastating disease. Nearly 57,000 peo-
ple die each year from colon cancer. It
is the third most commonly diagnosed
cancer in both men and women and the
second most common cause of cancer-
related death in America.

But colon cancer can be combated,
controlled and potentially conquered if
it’s caught in the earliest stages. In
fact, colon cancer is a rare form of can-
cer in that it can even be prevented
through screening, if pre-cancerous
polyps are quickly identified and re-
moved.
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The survival rate when colon cancer
is detected at an early, localized stage
is 90 percent. But only 37 percent of
such cancers are discovered at that
stage. The later the disease is caught,
the lower the survival rate.

That’s why in 1997, Congress led the
fight against colon cancer by making
screening for the disease a covered ben-
efit for every Medicare recipient. That
is especially significant because the
risk of colon cancer rises with age.

Heightened awareness and greater ac-
cess to treatment are working. Over
the last 15 years, we’ve seen steady, if
slow, annual declines in both incidence
rates and mortality rates tied to colon
cancer.

But we can do more, because barriers
to screening still exist. Modern tech-
nology has blessed us with extremely
accurate screening tools, in particular
the colonoscopy, which results in high-
er colon cancer identification rates and
better long-term survival rates due to
early detection. A consultation with a
doctor before a colonoscopy is required
to ensure that patients are properly
prepared before they undergo the pro-
cedure.

Unfortunately, Medicare does not
pay for that consultation before a
screening, creating an obvious obstacle
to preventive treatment for many men
and women. The Colon Cancer ‘‘Screen
for Life’’ Act would cover these med-
ical visits so that more Medicare bene-
ficiaries will have easy access to
screening.

Further, with this legislation, just as
Congress has done for screening mam-
mography, screening colonoscopy will
not count toward a senior’s Medicare
deductible. This will remove additional
financial disincentives to screening.

Finally, with this bill, we’re breaking
through another big barrier to early
detection and treatment.

The medical reality is that
colonoscopy procedures are invasive
and require sedation to perform, mak-
ing it safer for them to be conducted in
the hospital or an outpatient setting,
where safety standards and emergency
procedures are in place, rather than in
a private doctor’s office. But when doc-
tors perform colonoscopies for Medi-
care patients in an outpatient setting,
they take a hit on cost, because reim-
bursement for the procedure performed
there has decreased by nearly 36 per-
cent since 1997, while reimbursement
for the procedure performed in a doc-
tor’s private office has increased by 52
percent.

As a result, to balance their budgets,
doctors and hospitals are typically
forced to space out their Medicare pa-
tients, creating long waits for and lim-
ited access to these vital screenings.
That financial incentive structure is
indefensible.

The job of medical services should be
cutting cancer, not cutting costs. Un-
fortunately, today something as crit-
ical as colon cancer screening is mod-
erated not by the real needs of patients
and their medical doctors, but by mar-
ket incentives.
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To address the problem, the ‘‘Screen
for Life”” Act would increase the pay-
ment rates for colonoscopies performed
in hospitals and outpatient facilities
by 30 percent. The result will be more
access to early detection and treat-
ment and thousands of lives saved.

Colon cancer is a formidable foe, but
we can make a difference in the fight
against it. Early detection and treat-
ment is our first line of defense.

With the help of the Colon Cancer
“Screen for Life” Act, I hope that in a
decade we’ll have fewer cancer cases to
contend with and more survivors to
celebrate the simple fact that screen-
ing saves lives.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senators LIEBERMAN,
TORRICELLI, SNOWE, and COCHRAN in in-
troducing the Colon Cancer Screen for
Life Act of 2002 to improve patients’
access to the colorectal cancer screen-
ing benefit under Medicare.

Colorectal cancer is the second lead-
ing cause of cancer-related deaths in
the United States for both men and
women: more than 57,000 Americans
will die from this disease this year, yet
it is a disease that many of us feel un-
comfortable discussing.

The sad irony is that cancer of the
colon is probably the most treatable
and survivable of all cancers, but only
if it is caught early. If detected and
treated early, colon cancer is curable
in more than 90 percent of diagnosed
cases. Conversely, if the cancer is de-
tected in an advanced stage, death
rates are high. As many as 92 percent
of these patients will die within five
years.

Despite the fact that we have ex-
tremely effective screening tests for
colon cancer, our screening rates for
colon cancer, even among those Ameri-
cans who are most at risk, are woefully
low. Moreover, even the addition in
1998 of a new Medicare benefit covering
these services has not improved the sit-
uation.

In 2000, the General Accounting Of-
fice, GAO, conducted a review of claims
data to determine the extent to which
this new preventive health service has
been used. According to the GAO, only
3.8 percent of Medicare patients re-
ceived either a screening or diagnostic
colonoscopy in 1999, far below the rec-
ommended use rates and just a one per-
cent increase over the rate in 1995.

Clearly we must find ways to height-
en public awareness about the impor-
tance of colon cancer screening and re-
move any remaining barriers that may
be preventing Medicare beneficiaries
from receiving these critically impor-
tant services. While the GAO identified
a lack of patient awareness, under-
standing and inclination as the most
significant factors inhibiting the use of
colorectal cancer screening services, it
also found that physician practices af-
fect rates of screening. One factor is
the inadequate Medicare reimburse-
ment rates to cover the costs involved.

Medicare reimbursement rates for
this procedure have declined in recent
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years and are almost universally lower
than reimbursements under private in-
surance. Moreover, in many States, the
Medicare rates are lower than Medicaid
rates. Our legislation will therefore in-
crease the Medicare payment rates for
colonoscopies performed both in hos-
pitals and outpatient settings. Specifi-
cally, the payment rates in hospitals
and outpatient facilities would be in-
creased by 30 percent, while payment
for procedures done in physicians’ of-
fices would be increased by 10 percent.

Our legislation will also require
Medicare to provide reimbursements
for pre-procedure consultations to en-
sure that beneficiaries are properly
prepared and educated before they un-
dergo a screening colonoscopy. Medi-
care currently only pays for the pre-
procedure appointment prior to a diag-
nostic colonoscopy. This pre-procedure
visit is no less necessary in the case of
a screening colonoscopy and should be
covered.

Finally, under our legislation, the
normal Part B deductible will not
apply for screening colonoscopy, just
as it does not apply for screening mam-
mography. This will remove a financial
disincentive for seniors to seek screen-
ing and increase the likelihood that
they will undergo screening
colonoscopy.

The Colon Cancer Screen for Your
Life Act of 2002 will not only help to
ensure the safety of colorectal cancer
screenings, but it will also increase
Medicare patients’ access to this life-
saving procedure, and I urge all of my
colleagues to join us as cosponsors.

———————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 2843. Mr. ENZI proposed an amendment
to amendment SA 2471 submitted by Mr.
DASCHLE and intended to be proposed to the
bill (S. 1731) to strengthen the safety net for
agricultural producers, to enhance resource
conservation and rural development, to pro-
vide for farm credit, agricultural research,
nutrition, and related programs, to ensure
consumers abundant food and fiber, and for
other purposes.

SA 2844. Mr. DAYTON (for himself, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. KoHL, Mr. WELLSTONE, and
Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 2471
submitted by Mr. DASCHLE and intended to
be proposed to the bill (S. 1731) supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

————

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 2843. Mr. ENZI proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 2471 sub-
mitted by Mr. DASCHLE and intended to
be proposed to the bill (S. 1731) to
strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers, to enhance resource
conservation and rural development, to
provide for farm credit, agricultural re-
search, nutrition, and related pro-
grams, to ensure consumers abundant
food and fiber, and for other purposes;
as follows:

On page 126, before line 1, insert the fol-
lowing:
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